universities. This division is not yet an official reality, having been resisted in both places by reformers with at least some understanding of the importance of research to pedagogy and, more rarely, of the importance of pedagogy to research. In both places "research universities" still run undergraduate programs while receiving the biggest chunks of research funding and the largest postgraduate enrolments, while the rest must struggle to support their often first-class research activities as best they can. In other words, in both places the publicly-funded universities remain mixed, if unevenly so, and the universities that matter are public. Nevertheless, we all know that across the field of higher education the research/teaching distinction has acquired internationally an active discriminatory force, and that within as well as between universities a real separation is informally well underway. So in combining staff and postgraduates from a research centre on the one hand and a teaching department on the other, our Workshop moves against the prevailing tendency towards divergence to create a new working relationship across what is increasingly a tense or fraught demarcation line in the academy today.
In the permanent condition of instability installed in the Australian academy and now overtaking Hong Kong, we tend to overwork the word "new"; I've already orientation. However, APIAS is a social research unit and I think it is fair to say that doing cultural research on this model-in particular, commissioned and contracted research-would have been hard to imagine for most Humanities-based scholars in the West some thirty or even twenty years ago. True, many of us in those days worked hard for social movements, published busily beyond the confines of academic journals, and tried to link scholarship with activism; there are important continuities in the West between the "radical" ethos of the 1970s and the externally-oriented "professionalism" of the CCR today, which may be concealed by an unreflective hostility to professionalism as such. But among the significant differences, the idea that the themes and priorities, indeed, the very substance and the genres of one's academic research might be initiated and shaped by requirements determined "outside" one's personal field of interest would count for me as a major departure from the tradition in which I was trained. There is a real difference between, on the one hand, spending a life-time deepening one's knowledge of, say, Milton, to generate scholarly books and articles (current options might be "sexual politics in Milton", "queering Milton", "Milton and governmentality"), and, on the other hand, spending one year writing a report for the Special Broadcasting Service (SBS) and the next running workshops for a Health Centre-all with, who knows, a little queering Milton on the side.
Mind you, my own old-fashioned training came from an "outside" that exerted its own determining force (not least on "my personal interests") no less than does a research brief today when it arrives from an art gallery, a town council or a media organisation. We just didn't think about it in quite those terms. However, the training of a Humanist thirty years ago did predicate a consistency and durability of vocation that is becoming unimaginable now. On the literary side, we were shaped by and for a community ("of scholars") sharing an ethos ("criticism") and a discipline ("English", "French"…) within an institution ("the University") that was assumed not only to exert somewhat ineffably a life-long influence on us but to command life-long allegiance from those who continued on to postgraduate work-a very small number of students by today's standards, I might add. The professionalism of a Stanley Fish, eloquently expounded in his book Professional Correctness, still conforms to this model, which, far from being in global decline (as academics struggling with Australian conditions sometimes wishfully suppose), is deeply entrenched in elite US universities-now undergoing a strong disciplinary backlash against "studies" areas in general, and cultural studies in particular 1 .
Elsewhere, such a specialised mode of professionalism is too costly, too exclusive to sustain on the public purse. With casualisation and the rapid spread of fixed or renewable short-term contracts (the norm rather than the exception in Hong Kong), our time-frames of commitment have shrunk; there is no guarantee of ongoing academic work, and this alters in manifold subtle ways both the quality and the nature of a plausible subjective investment in scholarly or, in Fish's terms, "interpretative" community, in disciplines, and in the University. What will become of the critical ethos in these conditions is an interesting question, and one that does not have to give rise only to sad or depressing answers. For while the time we may have for academic work is reduced, the "spaces" in which our interests and trainings can be put to work are beginning to multiply; extra-mural activities that once signified special dedication in individuals are becoming ordinary-a mundane condition of employment. The CCR has a brilliant record of generating such activity; read from Lingnan, your list of projects involving road safety issues, women's health, Asian-Australian art and the National Parks and Wildlife Service has (including for me) an exotic utopian force.
I do not mean to romanticise this multiplication of spaces. "Mobility" and "flexibility" also mean insecurity and alienation, while "diversification" can just be a way of spreading yourself too thinly. We all understand this, I think: these clichés of the new academy regulate our everyday working lives, and they designate problems we urgently need to deal with rather than offering (as blow-in pundits commonly suppose) magic solutions to need. Nevertheless, these are also the conditions in which that traditional critical ethos has to be reworked, and in which some aspects of older models of radical practice as "social engagement" can be made to acquire new relevance. I tend to think that the most interesting contrast to draw within cultural studies in the West right now is not between a radical/critical past and a professional/co-opted present, but rather between two starkly divergent modes of professionalism, one of which is tenure-based and institutionally insular in its self- I am conscious that in this context I work for a university that wants to niche-market "whole person education". This liberal arts ideal was never explicitly affirmed by my own education in Australia (the assumptions of which were meritocratic), and it is certainly a novel, exotic and precarious proposition in the Hong Kong university system. Now, niche-marketing personality is a vocation that Accounting for the Humanities broadly attributes to cultural critics, but the interesting term here is "whole"; what can wholeness come to mean as, first, the goal of a university-wide curriculum and a set of pedagogical practices, and, second, as the product of a degree in Cultural Studies "with Hong Kong characteristics"?
Even to sketch an answer here would take me beyond my introductory brief, but let me say that the university curriculum includes compulsory General Education components, distributed evenly across degree programs in Business, Social Sciences and Arts, and a language policy that privileges English but fosters "three speech"
(English, Cantonese, Mandarin), bilingual training (in English and Chinese) for a student body that on entry reads little in any language and speaks only Cantonese well. Among the pedagogical practices are: easy access to close contact with teachers, contrasting with a norm elsewhere of classroom overload and impersonality; hostel life away from home, rare for young adults in a space-cramped, familial society; an international student exchange program, providing those who stay as well as those who go with an experience of diversity and a chance to compare achievements with those of students from other places, neither of which is easily available in an intensely homogenous (97% Chinese) and somewhat inward-looking environment; and a stress on creativity, problem-solving and, yes, critical thinking that contrasts with most students' experience of a high school system where rote-learning and drilling still rule. This may sound like a recipe for "multi-skilling" an elite in "flexibility" and "difference management", and in a sense I wish it could be: many of our students are the first generation in their families to have secondary, let alone tertiary, education; quite a few are the children of new immigrants (from the Chinese mainland in most instances); and most come to us with, in varying degrees, an entrenched sense of failure and low self-esteem (Lingnan is the least prestigious of Hong Kong's seven universities and few students "choose" to come). My point, however, is that wholeness in this context minimally names a supplement offered in response to an actually existing deficit in educational opportunity that is damaging for a real social cohort of students.
What kind of "whole personhood" may be produced by a Cultural Studies degree? This is where the form of Ien's question-who needs cultural research?-has a practical force for us that a deconstruction of the "person" and the "whole" of Western liberalism does not, or does not unsupplemented by context-specific research.
If we ask, for example, "who needs whole persons in Hong Kong?", the University has an answer supported by findings in the USA: business does. Corporate managers seek that famous "well-rounded personality" in potential employees, and by this they mean a mix of cognitive, presentational and social skills involves not only an ability to "communicate" in speech and writing, along with a grasp of logic and composition ("coherence"), but also other semiotic knowledges -of dress codes, say, or manners-that sustain persuasiveness (rhetoric). Finally, social skills entail a pragmatic acceptance of difference ("to work with others … regardless of race, gender and age") and an internalised cosmopolitanism ("international experience and foreign language facilities are essential") 9 .
This is clearly a condensed revision of an old Arts curriculum that adapts and generalises for the purposes of corporate globalisation some of the once specialised self-shaping procedures learned by "reading literature" 10 . Of course, it does not follow that business in Hong Kong uniformly accepts that these are its "needs", or that scholars are thereby constrained to disseminate or internalise corporate values any more than we already do. However, any public university today is obliged, if not dutybound, to promote a viable, indeed persuasive account of its mission; UWS does no less when it posits and works to create its own special importance to the economy and society of the Western Sydney region. In the militantly entrepreneurial, low-"welfare" environment of Hong Kong, it makes sense to emphasise a business-culture nexus. However, it is also a fact of Hong Kong life that well-remunerated members of elite cultural minorities like myself are lodged, as it were, in the social body, with a job to do that has consequences for that body. So rather than dodging the question of politics with irresponsibly PC display of my humble marginality I will address it, but from a very narrow point of view-that is, through my own responsibilities as a "textual" critic in the institutional and social context I've just outlined.
As you might expect I dislike saying "textual" in this reifying way and I'm doing it to be friendly. There is at least one simple reason for this: principled defences of ethnography and attacks on textualism-or vice versa-are much faster and cheaper to produce in our new conditions of labour than research of any kind. Research on the traditional model of "field work" is becoming rare, even in those fields where the work is mainly in the library with texts; we have no time or resources to do it in a sustained and intensive way, and we are approaching a threshold where most of us may manage it once or twice in a lifetime after completing a PhD. Tetchy or speculative essays fit more easily into the rhythm of our working lives and as "international refereed journal" items they meet the productivity requirements set by our employers and help us keep our jobs.
I don't mean this cynically, although I do think that most such essays are defensive operations in wishful thinking rather than the bold campaigns for renewal they represent themselves to be 13 . To the extent that I am calling for something (and meeting productivity requirements) myself right now, it is for the focused and collaborative exploration of actual working contexts for cultural research that I expect this workshop to foster. So this seems the right moment to sketch the disciplinary mix and political involvements constituting at least one realised Cultural Studies program by introducing those of my colleagues who have come to participate in this workshop and who will no doubt tell their own stories in other terms over the next few days. Believe me, "English" as a language is the least of anyone's problems. Translation. In different ways, all three projects aim materially to sustain locally involved, regionally-oriented intellectual practices within and beyond the UK/USbased economy of publishing. As I see things (others will disagree), these journals are primarily professional in their politics, but no less political for that; they foster "socially cosmopolitan" activities across our shared yet painfully differing situations as scholars and researchers in culture. This experience (far more than "my research", I
suspect) has allowed me to work in Hong Kong and thence to come to this workshop.
So what can a "textual" orientation contribute to all this? I can remember when people who worked with texts did not claim to do research; we read, and read "closely"; we thought, talked, argued and wrote criticism. (Most of the people who taught me best did not do even the latter; they just gave wonderful lectures). One direct consequence of the drastic changes in university funding in recent decades is the partial reshaping of Humanities research by a science-based model of knowledge production which forces us to claim to do more than read, think and write. One way of dealing with this is to fake it: the funding application becomes a genre one learns, like CV-writing, from which nothing follows for critical practice. That can work, although a problem is arising for new literary graduates who genuinely do not understand why their brilliant exercise in queering Derrida is not deemed "research" by higher committees. A more interesting outcome, I think, is the recovery of older traditions of positive literary scholarship-historical and philological, for example-that were widely displaced from the mid-twentieth century by those practices and philosophies of close reading that did so much to professionalise the modern discipline of English.
As Cultural Studies is reshaped by the powerfully geopolitical force of "culture wars" today, the expansive, research-based scholarship modelled by Erich Auerbach's
Mimesis, Curtius' European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages or Peter Brooks'
The Melodramatic Imagination acquires new relevance and power, and all the more so for the creative effort it takes to think past its Eurocentrism; so, too, does the model for a formally precise, culturally "thick" investigation of transnationally popular genres to be found in Peter Dronke's The Medieval Lyric.
So I would say (wouldn't I?) that text-based study provides not only an enriched but also a sobering historical perspective on the politics of "culture" today 14 .
More immediately, though, such study is a field of practice in which people learn to do things; text work hones skills that "transfer" usefully to all sorts of endeavours, and the critique of the grandiose claims used to legitimise aesthetic education in the past has relatively little to say in this ongoing practical dimension. Of course, the value of any such transfer depends on its purposes in the context in which it occurs: if mastering the genre of the "funding application" may sustain but need not alter a given critical practice in Australia, the significance of securing such sustenance has a social and collective edge, indeed, a political resonance for, say, Chinese feminist literary scholars negotiating the hostility of colleagues as well as the demands of the globalising academy. Understood as an apprenticeship for doing something else, close reading has and always has had powerful uses-not least in fostering the literacy on which equal opportunity depends. Teaching Cultural Studies in what is for most of my students a poor second or even third language leaves me in no doubt at all about that.
Beyond these life-supporting practices, textualism can make two modest but vital contributions to both the cultural research projects and the wider social ambitions of a locally-implicated program such as ours. I have already mentioned one of these, an active understanding of genre; to be able to work with given differences between a memo, a media report, a commissioned research report, a position paper, a personal essay, an essay for refereeing and an Internet chat-room message (the base-line genre in English that most of our students begin with) is a pre-condition not only for participating in the world of cultural work but for having any chance of making a difference within it, let alone beyond it. The other contribution we offer is a similarly active awareness of rhetoric; I mean arts of persuasion, yes, but primarily the capacity to "speak to", rather than "at" or "past", those whom we hope to persuade. I have been harping about this for more than twenty years 15 . So let me just add that with rhetoric, too, the crucial thing is to help people deal with differences-to know how to address varying social bodies and contexts, which means being able to recognise new ones as they arise.
If we can establish an understanding that people practise rather than merely "identify" genres or "analyse" rhetoric, and if we can ground this understanding in a skills-based confidence to go out and engage in the many complex processes of "ordering and limitation" that cultural practice entails in a "three-speech, two languages" society undergoing a "one country, two systems" transition towards a
future as yet unknown 16 , then we will have gone a good way towards training students to work effectively across the varying institutions, industries and community groups, including NGOS, who need cultural research in Hong Kong. We may also be in a better position ourselves to imagine (in the midst of that same complexity) new ways of orienting our work towards shaping that unknown future-and finding practical ways to realise whatever plans we make.
Let me conclude by mentioning some concrete features of the near future that is taking shape around us at Lingnan now. Reading the Sutherland Report on Higher Education in Hong Kong gave me a strange sensation of having migrated to the past;
Australian academics know all too well what happens when a government decides to cut the higher education budget while expanding participation, to channel more resources to fewer institutions by promoting "excellence" schemes, and to encourage "collaboration" and "partnerships" to make up the inevitable deficit-all in the name of that perverse dream of crumbling public sectors world-wide, the cut-price "World
Class University". There is a logic to these changes that is powerfully supra-cultural and unvarying in its unfolding. Nevertheless, we cannot know in advance how those changes will taken up and dealt with in societies very different from our own.
Here's one significant difference between Australia and Hong Kong. In the Humanities and Social Sciences, Australian academics feted for being able to raise substantial "external funds" for their research programs and projects are very often (if not always) accessing money made available by other branches and offshoots of government; it's still public money, taxpayers' money, that is shunted around, but now we must compete for that money by spending less time on research and much more time pursuing it over an ever more complex obstacle course. This is not an option in a low-tax, minimal state environment; nor, for that matter, are Hong Kong universities likely to raise funds by charging large fees to "international students from Asia". I don't know what will happen in the long run to the Hong Kong university system. Perhaps it will be absorbed sooner rather than later by the mainland or sold off to a multi-national educational conglomerate forming out there right now; for the moment, a bout of amalgamation fever seems to be in the offing. with which some members of our Department are involved; ARENA's activities stretch from the Philippines and Japan to India, and its research publications program has attracted support from Hong Kong University Press. Of course such entrepreneurialism is small-scale, grant-and good-will dependent, fragile in bad times; such organisations are hardly "sources of external funds" that can save a University. But this is not the point, because it not their purpose to bring (in Ien's words) "a kind of dowry" to the relationships they form with academic programs 17 .
Rather, their social purposes can inflect and invigorate ours, and not the least of the benefits of this is the enhanced capacity it brings to conceive an intellectual life beyond the University (as we know it) in a temporal as well as a spatial sense.
Similarly, an Australian-style quest for matched funding is not the purpose of This is a different but not necessarily better way of working than the Australian approach allows, and it pursues an interstitial rather than a "heavy construction" logic of building support for the Humanities and Social Sciences.
Certain restrictions follow from that logic-burn-out, ephemerality, over-dependence on key individuals and a sometimes disabling amateurism. But I love its inventiveness, and relative freedom from the dispiriting, credibility-sapping game of catch-up that Australians are obliged to play with the changing buzzwords of government, whereby head-kicking polemics for social engineering under one Prime
Minister give way to private sector euphoria and Third Way-burble under the next.
However, once again we have choices about how we deal with whatever conditions we face and, as I suggested at the beginning, the CCR at UWS strikes me as a model of inventiveness (or should I say "innovation"?) in the Australian context now, as well as a model of the enabling force of a socially critical professionalism.
The task of redefining in practice what it means to do cultural research, how, and for whom, is one that all participants in this workshop share. We have a lot to learn from you, and I look forward not only to this week but to our future collaboration. 
